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Abstract: The water quality survey was divided into four
parts such as conventional physical and chemical indicators,
Water

pollution index (WPI) was adopted to evaluate the water

organic matters, algaes and nutrients indicators.
quality. The results show that indicator changes are all linked
to the growth of algaes in water. Considering total nitrogen,
water quality of site 5 is even up to V inferior class, the
reservoir as a whole for [V class; without total nitrogen,
water quality of site 5 is above [l class, water quality of site 3
is above || Class, the reservoir as a whole for [ class. The

Qingcaosha reservoir as a drinking water source can fully meet

water quality requirements.
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Tab.1 Water quality evaluation index
1 I I v \ A
0<< Inax=<20 20T Inax <40 40<T 1nax=<60 60<C I1nax<<80 80<T I1nux=<100 Inax=>100
Typr = Iwpri + (Dwpn — Twer) / (on () — pi (D)) + . WPI
(o (D)— p () . , I~11 ;pH I ;DO 1
o (< p() <, () (D ; TP II  ;CODy, I  ;BOD;
:p(i) 7 3 0 (1) 7 ) y 2
;‘Oh(l.) . ’ pH’ DO ’ TP,
i sIwen  CODy, »BOD;. 7—8 ,
i Vo » M~
;IWPIh l ’ 10 29 11
5 Twer i 25 . ’ Il ’
Il ,
Imz\x - maX(pr1> (2) 2. 2.2 3
2.2.1 2 3 53 Lwp 89. 2,
2 ’ 2 Lypi \Y% s Typr 44. 0, 111 )
92.0, 2, ( y 3 n~v .3
(GB3838—2002)V  ;1wp 44,0, 1II ., 1 ;5pH T ;DO Im ,TP
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Tab.2 Water quality evaluation of Site 2
IZI 122 12:{ 121 123 126 127 IZmax Iémax
4 15 20.0 - 26.1 - 4.0 75.2 28.8 75.2 28.7
5 18 20.0 20.0 26.5 - 10.7 65.6 21.5 65. 6 26.5
6 15 20.0 20.8 22.9 — 10.7 71.2 20.5 71.2 22.9
7 13 20.0 20.0 25.3 20.0 20.7 72.0 12.3 72.0 25.3
7 28 20.0 - 22.0 20.0 20.0 92.0 22.2 92.0 22.0
8 13 20.0 20.0 22.0 20.0 31.1 86.8 27.1 86.8 31.1
8 27 20.0 - 22.9 20.0 23.3 83.6 34.9 83.6 34.9
9 16 20.0 20.0 47.2 20.0 16.1 62.0 32.5 62.0 47.2
9 28 20.0 20.0 28.8 20.0 17.2 60. 8 25.4 60. 8 28.8
10 29 20.0 20.0 28.9 - 11.1 44.0 37.7 44.0 37.7
11 25 20.0 20.0 28.6 37.2 11.9 53.0 26.3 53.0 37.2
12 29 20.0 20.0 30.6 20.0 25.9 72.8 24.8 72.8 30.6
o1~ Ior 2 pH.DO,CODwm, » BODs ,TN, TP slomax 2 iU ooy 2
3 3
Tab.3 Water quality evaluation of Site 3
131 I%Z I%% 131 133 I3G II’,7 Ii’nnnx I.”%me\x
4 15 20.0 20.0 25.3 - 5.3 80. 4 29.0 80. 4 29.0
5 18 20.0 20.0 20.4 — 17.3 65.2 23.0 65.2 23.0
6 15 20.0 24.3 22.0 - 6.7 71. 6 21.5 71.6 24.3
7 13 20.0 23.3 27.8 20.0 18.7 78.0 16.3 78.0 27.8
7 28 20.0 31.3 22.0 20.0 21.1 84.0 23.2 84. 0 31.3
8 13 20.0 20.0 26.1 20.0 16.4 89.2 28.4 89.2 28.4
8§ 27 20.0 20.0 18.0 20.0 14.9 82.0 31.8 82.0 31.8
9 16 20.0 20.0 32.8 20.0 18.4 75.2 38.0 75.2 38.0
9 28 20.0 20.0 35.2 20.0 14.9 54.0 27.8 54.0 35.2
10 29 20.0 20.0 28.5 - 13.4 44.0 28.1 44.0 28.5
11 25 20.0 20.0 17.1 27.2 14.1 48. 6 21.9 48. 6 21.9
12 29 20.0 20.0 29. 4 20.0 26.2 74.4 22.3 74.4 29.4
2.2.3 4 4 n~v . I~11
4 .4 Ly 95.6, spH 1T ;DO I~ ;TP I
Vo lym 48. 0, ar . CODy, I~1II ;BOD; 1 .4 4 15
4 4
Tab.4 Water quality evaluation of Site 4
IU 142 143 144 143 146 147 I«lmz\x I-,&me\x
4 15 20.0 20.0 25.3 — 2.7 95.6 32.8 95.6 32.8
5 18 20.0 20.0 18.8 — 14.0 67.2 23.8 67.2 23.8
6 15 20.0 26.4 18.8 - 16.0 74.8 21.5 74.8 26.4
7 13 20.0 20.0 31.0 20.0 21.4 77.6 8.2 77.6 31.0
7 28 20.0 40. 2 20.4 20.0 21.0 80.0 14.5 80.0 40. 2
8 13 20.0 20.0 28.6 20.0 21.7 92.8 31.6 92.8 31.6
8§ 27 20.0 - 18.0 20.0 14.1 85. 6 36.9 85. 6 36.9
9 16 20.0 20.0 27.2 20.0 18.9 60.0 28.3 60.0 28.3
9 28 20.0 20.0 55.2 20.0 20.7 61.2 27.8 61.2 55.2
10 29 20.0 21.3 36.3 - 10. 3 48.0 26.4 48.0 36.3
11 25 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 10.3 50.5 21.2 50.5 26.9
12 29 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 23.6 72.6 22.0 72.6 26.9
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Tab.5 Water quality evaluation of Site §
151 152 153 151 ISS 136 IB/ Ianx Iémz\x
4 15 20.0 20.0 41.3 - 8.0 90. 0 29.5 90.0 41.3
5 18 20.0 20.0 40. 8 - 9.3 100. 8 35.3 100. 8 40. 8
6 15 20.0 37.7 49. 8 - 13.3 96. 8 33.5 96. 8 49. 8
7 13 20.0 44.0 55.3 20.0 31.4 88.0 31.3 88.0 55.3
7 28 20.0 24.1 55.3 23.6 35.6 96. 0 34.6 96.0 55.3
8 13 20.0 52.0 49.8 42.0 26.2 86.8 38.1 86. 8 49.8
8§ 27 20.0 - 45.7 20.4 22.3 91.2 51.5 91.2 51.5
9 16 20.0 31.5 56.0 70.5 17.1 76.0 46.0 76.0 56.0
9 28 20.0 20.0 63.0 60.5 22.7 80.0 45. 8 80. 0 63.0
10 29 20.0 20.0 31.4 - 14.1 56.0 41.3 56.0 41.3
11 25 20.0 20.0 24.5 44.0 15.6 51.5 30.7 51.5 44.0
12 29 20.0 20.0 28.6 20.0 29.1 49.3 30.0 49. 3 30.0
2.2.5 6 m~N s .
6 .6 Typr 96. 0, ,pH, DO , BOD,, TP,
V ;IWPI 44. O, III ) C()DM“. 10 29 11
6 I~V 1I~11 ;pH 25 s 9 16 ,
1 ;DO 1 ;TP I ;CODy, II ) Il ,
II  ;BOD; 1 6 4
15 .7 13 .8 13 9 28 Vo 2.2.6 7
6 6
Tab.6 Water quality evaluation of Site 6
161 IbZ 163 15,1 IGB IGS 167 I(imﬂx Iémz\x
4 15 20.0 — 31.5 — 13.3 81.2 33.3 81.2 33.3
5 18 20.0 20.0 23.7 — 26.9 65. 6 23.8 65. 6 26.9
6 15 20.0 20.0 30.2 - 12.0 75.2 23.0 75.2 30.2
7 13 20.0 20.0 27.8 20.0 17.1 87.6 16.3 87.6 27.8
7 28 20.0 20.0 26.9 20.0 18.7 68.0 27.4 68.0 27.4
8 13 20.0 20.0 24.5 20.0 18.7 92.0 30. 3 92.0 30.3
8 27 20.0 - 27.8 20.0 27.5 79.0 39.0 79.0 39.0
9 16 20.0 20.0 48. 8 20.0 16.8 64.0 32.5 64.0 48.8
9 28 20.0 20.0 42.4 20.0 23.4 96. 0 32.9 96. 0 32.9
10 29 20.0 20.0 39.6 — 10. 3 44,0 37.6 44.0 39.6
11 25 20.0 20.0 35.9 39.6 10. 3 52.2 23.9 52.2 39.6
12 29 20.0 20.0 21.2 20.0 23.0 65. 6 22.5 65. 6 23.0
7 , 7 Twpr 87. 6, s 7 I~V 1~11
Vo s lym 40. 8, 111 spH 1 ;DO 1 ;TP 11
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Tab.7 Water quality evaluation of Site 7
I I7 I73 17 I75 I76 I77 I7max Fiinax
4 15 20.0 - 39.5 — 6. 7 87.6 28.5 87.6 39.5
5 18 20.0 20.0 22.0 — 12.0 61.6 22.8 61.6 22.8
6 15 20.0 36.0 30. 2 — 14.7 77.6 23.0 77.6 36.0
7 13 20.0 23.3 27.8 20.0 14.1 87.6 23.2 87.6 27.8
7 28 20.0 20.0 24.5 20.0 24.9 68.0 42.0 68.0 42.0
8 13 20.0 20.0 25.3 20.0 29.5 87.6 31.0 87.6 31.0
8 27 20.0 — 31.8 20.0 23.3 75.2 44.9 75.2 44.9
9 16 20.0 20.0 30.4 20.0 15.9 68.0 42. 4 68. 0 42. 4
9 28 20.0 20.0 36.0 20.0 17.9 56.0 36.0 56.0 36.0
10 29 20.0 20.0 26.4 - 12.6 40. 8 36.4 40. 8 36.4
11 25 20.0 20.0 28.6 26.4 13.4 42.7 29.9 42.7 29.9
12 29 20.0 20.0 23.7 20.0 28.5 50.1 28.0 50.1 28.5
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